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OPINION OF THE COURT

BECKER, Circuit Judge.

The Virgin Islands | egislature has enacted a business
i censi ng schenme pursuant to which every person “wishing to
engage in any business, occupation, profession or trade” listed
inthe statute is required to obtain a |icense and pay an annual
license fee. V.I. Code. Ann. tit. 27, 8§ 301(a) (1997). One of
the listings is “Attorney,” for which the annual fee is $500.
See id. §8 302. The question presented in this appeal is whether
the license fee nust be paid by attorneys whose sol e practice
(and incone) is as law firm enpl oyees. The obligation of |aw
firmpartners and of sole practitioners to obtain a |license and
pay the fee is unquestioned.

The plaintiffs are four attorneys who are nenbers of the
Virgin Islands Bar, a law firm and the Virgin |Islands Bar

Association (collectively, “the plaintiffs”). |In Septenber 1992,



def endant C enent Magras, Conmm ssioner of the Virgin |Islands
Depart ment of Licensing and Consuner Affairs (*Comm ssioner”),
informed the plaintiffs that they were required to obtain a
busi ness license fromhis departnment in order to practice law in
the Virgin Islands. After sonme correspondence which failed to
resolve the matter, the plaintiffs brought suit in the
Territorial Court of the Virgin Islands. That court issued an
i njunction against collection of the fees; the Appellate D vision
of the District Court of the Virgin Islands affirnmed. The
Territorial and District Courts concluded that, under the
statutory schene, the obligation to obtain a license runs only to
the partners of the firmfor which the non-owner attorneys work.
The appel | ate panel grounded this interpretation on its reading
of the statutory | anguage; on the Conmm ssioner’s historical
interpretation of the statute, to which it apparently gave sone
deference; and on its belief that application of the |licensing
provi sions to non-owner attorneys mght, in view of the sanctions
avai l abl e to the Comm ssioner for non-paynment of the |icense
fees, sonehow trench upon the power of the courts to regulate the
practice of |aw

Finding the statutory | anguage quite clear and susceptible
to no interpretation other than that all attorneys, whether or
not enployed by others, are subject to the |icense requirenent
and fee, we reverse. W therefore need not reach the

admnistrative interpretation issue. W also sumarily reject



the plaintiffs’ argunent that the application of the |icensing
schenme to all attorneys would violate the Equal Protection
Cl ause. Further, given the concession by the Conmm ssioner that
he woul d not enploy his power under the |icensing schene to
interfere with the judiciary’'s role in regulating the
pr of essi onal conduct and conpetence of attorneys, and given the
absence of any pending or threatened action that m ght involve
such interference, we have little difficulty with the contention
that the licensing schene infringes the power of the courts to
regulate the bar. In the course of discussing the power of the
courts to regulate the bar, we hold, for the first tinme, that the
principle of separation of powers applies to the coordinate
branches of the Virgin |Islands governnent.
| . THE LI CENSI NG STATUTE

Consi deration of the contentions of the parties requires
that we set forth the relevant text of 8§ 301 and 302. It is as
fol |l ows:

§ 301. Li censes required; application forns;
qualifications and |imtations

(a) Every person or association w shing to engage
i n any busi ness, occupation, profession, or trade
listed in section 302 of this chapter, as a condition
precedent to engaging in any such business, occupation,
prof ession, or trade, shall apply in witing to and
obtain fromthe Comm ssioner of Licensing and Consuner
Affairs (referred to as the “Comm ssioner” in the
remai nder of this chapter) a license to engage in or to
conduct such busi ness, occupation, profession or trade.

(b) Applications for |licenses under this chapter
shall be made on forms prescribed and furni shed by the
Comm ssioner. As part of or in connection wth any



application the applicant shall furnish information
concerning his identify, personal history, experience,
busi ness record, purposes, record of any conviction of
any of fense which is a felony or crine invol ving noral
turpitude in the jurisdiction where the offense
occurred, and any other pertinent facts that the
Commi ssi oner may reasonably require.

In the case of corporations or partnerships the
precedi ng requirenments shall be applicable to all of
t he sharehol ders or partners.

(c) If the applicant is a partnership or a
corporation, the application shall designate each
menber, officer, or enployee who will exercise the
powers to be conferred by the |icense upon such
partnership or corporation. The Conm ssioner may
require any such nmenber, officer or enployee to furnish
himwith the information required of applicants under
subsection (b) of this section.

8§ 302. Sane; business, occupations, professions and
trades covered; fees

(a) The follow ng annual |icense fees are nade
applicable to and shall be |evied upon all persons and
associ ations engaged in the designated businesses,

occupations, professions and trades in the Virgin |Islands of
the United States:

At t or ney [$] 500

W will refer to these provisions throughout our discussion.
We al so attach the schedule contained in 8 302 as an appendi X.
1. PROCEDURAL HI STORY; THE APPELLATE PANEL OPI NI ON
I n Septenber 1992, the Conmm ssioner issued letters to the
plaintiffs informng themthat they were required to obtain
busi ness |icenses pursuant to the Virgin Islands |icensing

statute. The plaintiffs responded that, as enpl oyees of |aw



firms whose partners or sharehol ders were properly |icensed,
there was no requirenent that they be licensed individually. The
plaintiffs requested a hearing. More correspondence foll owed,
culmnating in the Conm ssioner’s threats to publish the nanmes of
the plaintiffs not in conpliance with the licensing statute and
to refer the matter for possible crimnal prosecution.

The plaintiffs brought suit in the Territorial Court of the
Virgin Islands. The Territorial Court issued a pernmanent
i njunction enjoining the Conm ssioner fromcollecting |icense
fees from non-owner attorneys who work at law firms. The
Comm ssi oner appeal ed.

In affirmng the order of the Territorial Court, the
Appel late Division of the District Court proceeded froma
rendering of the statute that highlighted certain words and
phrases. In 8 301(a), the appellate panel underscored “[e]very
person or association.” In 8 301(b), it stressed the provision
that “[i]n the case of corporations or partnerships the preceding
requi renents shall be applicable to all of the sharehol ders or
partners.” And, in 8 301(c), it highlighted the follow ng
sent ence:

If the applicant is a partnership or a corporation, the

application shall designate each nenber, officer, or

enpl oyee who will exercise the powers to be conferred
by the license upon the partnership or corporation.

(enphasi s added by Appel |l ate Division).
The panel then stated:

The only reasonabl e, |ogical and consistent inference



we draw fromthe highlighted words is that the |license

is to be granted to the partnership or corporation

itself, not to “each nenber, officer or enployee who

wi |l exercise the powers of the license.”

The panel then turned to the interpretation given the
statute by the adm nistrative agency charged with its
enforcement. The panel |ooked to the formdistributed by the

Comm ssioner to all |icense applicants, which, inter alia,

requests the applicant to check off:

“TYPE OF ORGANI ZATION’ it is: a sole proprietorshinp,

reflecting the word “person” used in subsections 301(a)

& (b) and 302(a); or a corporation, a partnership, a

joint venture, reflecting the word “association” in

t hose sane subsecti ons.

In the Appellate Division' s view

The only nmention of enployee is the application’s

request for the total estinmated nunber of enployees; it

does not require the applicant to identify these

enpl oyees by listing their nanes and/or positions.

None of the remaining requirenents on the application

form have any rel evance to the question whet her

separate license fees can be taxed to attorney-

enpl oyees of private law firns.

The court also noted that, prior to Conm ssioner Magras’s
Septenber 1992 letters, the Conm ssion had not required an
attorney to apply for and pay for a separate business |icense
unl ess the attorney had an ownership interest in the | aw
partnership or corporation that enployed himor her. It also
poi nted out that, although “Travel Ticket Agent” is listed as an
occupation required to obtain a license, the departnent does not
require a travel agent working as an enpl oyee of a travel agency

to pay a separate license fee. The court anal ogi zed t he non-



owner attorney in a law firmto an enployee of a travel agency
and concl uded that the two should be treated simlarly. The
court opined that a non-owner attorney in a law firmis not
conducting business. Rather, the court reasoned, a non-owner
attorney is working on behalf of the firm which is conducting
busi ness.

Finally, the court cautioned that the provisions of the
i censing schene allow ng the Comm ssioner to base |icensing
deci sions on the noral character or m sconduct of the |icensee
violated the principle of separation of powers. Because such
provi sions effectively regulated attorneys in the Virgin Islands,
the court reasoned, they inpermssibly allowed the Conm ssi oner,
at |l east potentially, to operate in areas under the exclusive
control of the judiciary.

The plaintiffs’ argunments before us have essentially tracked
the appellate division's position. 1In addition, they contend
that applying the licensing schene to non-owner attorneys would
deny such attorneys equal protection of the laws. That is so,
they submt, because these attorneys would be required to pay the
licensing fee while other, allegedly simlarly situated enpl oyees
woul d not be so required.

The Comm ssioner appeals fromthe order of the appellate
division. The Conmm ssioner argues that the plain | anguage can be
interpreted only to nmean that the licensing requirenents apply to

all attorneys, and, in the alternative, that any anbiguity in the



statute should be resolved in favor of the agency charged with
its interpretation, which, in this case, determ ned that the
statute applies to all attorneys. The Territorial Court had
original jurisdiction pursuant to V.I. Code Ann. tit. 4, § 76(a)
(Supp. 1994). The Appellate Division had jurisdiction over the
appeal fromthe Territorial Court pursuant to V.l. Code Ann. tit.
4, § 33 (Supp. 1994). W have jurisdiction over the appeal of
the final order of the appellate division pursuant to 48 U S.C. 8§
1613a(c).

We review the grant of a permanent injunction for abuse of

di scretion. See International Union, United Autonobile,

Aerospace and Agricultural |nplement Workers of Anerica, UAW V.

Mack Trucks, Inc., 820 F.2d 91, 94-95 (3d Cr. 1987). “An abuse

of discretion exists where the district court’s decision rests
upon a clearly erroneous finding of fact, an errant concl usion of
| aw, or an inproper application of lawto fact.” 1d. at 95.
Statutory construction is a | egal question, over which we

exercise plenary review. See Air Courier Conference of

Amrerica/lnt’l Comm v. United States Postal Serv., 959 F.2d 1213,

1217 & n.3 (3d Cr. 1992). Therefore, in the context of the
present appeal, if, after our plenary review, we conclude that
the Territorial Court erred as a matter of lawin interpreting
the licensing statute, we nay say that it did not act within its
di scretion in issuing the permanent injunction.

I11. DI SCUSSI ON



A. Pr of essi onal Licensing Schenes in General

Li censing schenes simlar to that at issue here are not
uncommon. More often than not, these schenes, by their very
terms, apply to attorneys. Their formvaries: sone operate
statewi de, others are | ocal enactnents; sonme nerely generate
revenue by way of fees, others include regulatory provisions that
govern conduct. Not surprisingly, there is a substantial body of
state | aw governi ng such arrangenents. See David B. Sweet,

Annotation, Validity of State or Minicipal Tax or License Fee

Upon Occupation of Practicing Law, 50 A.L.R 4th 467 (1986); 9

Beth A. Buday & Julie Rozwadowski, MQuillin, The Law of

Muni ci pal Corporations 88 26.128, 26.130 (3d ed. 1995). Oten,

attorneys subject to these schenes will chall enge them on
numer ous grounds, basing their challenges on federal and state
constitutional or statutory law. Al though we have undertaken no
systematic study, our research indicates that, for the nost part,
these arrangenents are | argely unobjectionable and are ordinarily
approved by state courts.

Wt hout attenpting our own synthesis of the case |law, we
of fer sone representative exanpl es of cases addressing such

schenmes. In Sterling v. City of Philadel phia, 106 A 2d 793 (Pa.

1954), an oft-cited case, the Suprene Court of Pennsyl vani a
upheld a city ordinance that established a nercantile tax that
applied to attorneys. In so doing, the court reasoned that a

pure revenue-raising neasure does not infringe on the power of



the state courts to regul ate attorneys because such a neasure
does not affect the rights and duties of an attorney in carrying
out his profession. See id. at 796-98. It stated further that
“the privilege of practicing law carries with it no exenption
fromthe duties of citizenship, including the sharing with al

ot hers the expense of governnent, national, state and nunicipal.”
Id. at 796. Courts reaching a simlar conclusion include

Kradolfer v. Smth, 805 P.2d 1266 (Mont. 1990), Mre v. Gty of

Lake Charles, 540 So.2d 950 (La. 1989), deason v. Gty Counci

of Augusta, 251 S.E 2d 536 (Ga. 1979), and Lublin v. Brown, 362

A.2d 769 (Conn. 1975).
Courts have taken a different view of neasures that include
regul atory provisions placing conditions on the practice of |aw.

For exanple, in Sexton v. Gty of Jonesboro, 481 S. E. 2d 818 (Ga.

1997), the Suprene Court of Georgia invalidated a munici pal

ordi nance that required, as a precondition to engaging in the
practice of |law, the paynment of a fee. Although it recognized
the right of |local governnments to tax attorneys, the court held
that this particular nmeasure was regul atory and therefore
infringed on the exclusive power of the courts to regul ate
attorneys. See id. at 820. At |east one court has even

i nval i dated a neasure that was non-regul atory and only revenue-

raising. In Sharood v. Hatfield, 210 NwW2d 275 (M nn. 1973),

the Supreme Court of Mnnesota held that a statute that diverted

registration fees collected statewi de from attorneys to general



treasury funds inproperly infringed on the constitutionally
provi ded, exclusive power of the courts to regul ate attorneys.
See id. at 279-82.

Sexton and Sharood notw thstanding, it is the rare case in

whi ch licensing schenes are found infirm See generally, Sweet,

supra 88 11-13. On the contrary, such schenes are routinely
uphel d, even in the face of chall enges based on state
constitutional |aw

B. Pl ai n Language

We begin our analysis by exam ning the rel evant | anguage of
the Virgin Islands statute. The general standard for statutory
interpretation is well known and not in dispute here. The “first
step in interpreting a statute is to determ ne whether the
| anguage at issue has a plain and unanbi guous neaning with regard

to the particular dispute in the case.” Robinson v. Shell G|

Co., _ US __ , 117 S. C. 843, 846 (1997). If so, our
inquiry is at an end. See id. O course, interpretation of a
statute involves the examnation of the statute as a whole. See
id. In that sense, we nust endeavor to give each word of the

statute operative effect. See Walters v. Metropolitan Educ.

Enters., us _ , 117 S. . 661, 664 (1997). In other

words, “[s]tatutory construction ‘is a holistic endeavor.’”

United States Nat'l Bank of O. v. Independent Ins. Agents,

us _ , 113 S. ¢. 2173, 2182 (1993) (quoting United Savings

Ass’n of Tex. v. Tinbers of |nwod Forest Assocs., Ltd., 484 U.S.




365, 371 (1988)).
In our view, the | anguage of the statute in dispute is

entirely plain. Section 301 requires “[e]very person or

associ ation wi shing to engage in any busi ness, occupati on,
profession, or trade listed in section 302" to obtain a |license
to do so. V.I. Code Ann. tit. 27, 8 301(a) (1997) (enphasis
added). Section 302 states that the license fee requirenent is

“made applicable to and shall be levied upon all persons and

associ ations engaged in the designated busi nesses, occupations,
professions and trades.” 1d. 8 302 (enphasis added). “Attorney”
is listed in 8 302. See id. Therefore, the plain | anguage of

t he statute unanbi guously states that every individual who w shes
to practice as an attorney nust obtain a license.! W believe
the case to be that sinple.

We also note that the statute distinguishes between

instances in which an entity is potentially subject to a |license

and those in which individuals, including enployees, are

potentially subject to a |icense (depending on whether the entity
or individual is “engaged in” the listed activity). For exanple,
because “[b]aby sitting service” is listed in 8 302 as an entity,
i.e., the relevant licensee is the “service” as an entity, only

the service itself, and not the enpl oyees of the service, would

The statute exenpts attorneys who work for the governnent.
See V.I. Code Ann. tit. 27, 8 306 (1997). W have earlier held
that the exenption is valid and does not violate the principle of
equal protection. See Hollar v. Governnent of the Virgin
| sl ands, 857 F.2d 163, 171 (3d G r. 1988).




be subject to the licensing requirenent. By contrast, because
“laJttorney” is listed in 8 302 as an individual, each individual
attorney is subject to the licensing requirenent, whether he or
she is an enployee or not. |In certain circunstances, the statute
al so requires a license of both the entity and the enpl oyees.

For exanple, 8 302 requires a |license of a “[b]arber shop” and of
each “[b]arber,” “[b]arber apprentice,” and “[b]arber tenporary.”
In short, the distinctions that the Virgin Islands |egislature
drew in 8 302 strongly suggest that the legislature intended to
require licenses of entities in sone instances, of enployees of
entities in others, and of both entities and enpl oyees in stil
others.? By enploying the term*“[a]ttorney,” the |legislature
appears to have intended to license attorneys as individuals.

The plaintiffs only response to the foregoing is to argue
that this interpretation cannot be reconciled wth the | anguage
of other provisions of the licensing statute. In particular,
they submt that these other provisions (highlighted supra at
part I) make it clear that in corporate or partnership settings,
only the corporation or partnership, and not the enpl oyees, need
obtain a license. Because non-owner attorneys in a lawfirmare
mere enpl oyees, the plaintiffs reason that these other provisions

exenpt non-owner attorneys fromthe |icensing requirenments. W

2l't is unclear whether the Conm ssioner has enforced the
licensing statute against all the enpl oyees who may be subject to
its requirements. At all events, a claimof inpermssible
sel ective enforcenent has not been raised and we do not reach
t hat i ssue.



di sagr ee.

The plaintiffs point first to the second paragraph of §
301(b), which governs the information a corporation or
partnership nust submit with an application for a license. Under
t hat paragraph, when a corporation or partnership applies for a
license, “all of the shareholders or partners” nmust submt
certain information along with the corporation’s or partnership’s
application. 1d. 8 301(b). Because 8§ 301(b) only requires
information from “sharehol ders or partners,” the plaintiffs
submt that non-sharehol ders and non-partners are exenpt fromthe
licensing requirenents altogether. The plaintiffs read too nuch
into this provision. The second paragraph of 8 301(b) governs,
by its very terns, only the application of corporations or
partnerships. It does not govern individual applications at all.

We note that requiring non-sharehol ders and non-partners to
submt information along with the corporation or partnership for
whom t hey work would make little sense. Such individuals have no
de jure say in the governance of the applicant corporation or
partnership, so the licensing body should have no interest in
non- shar ehol ders or non-partners when determ ning whet her to
|icense a corporation or partnership qua corporation or
partnership. Excluding non-sharehol ders and non-partners from
the requirenents of the second paragraph of § 301(b), then, is
merely a recognition of the internal structures of corporations

and partnerships. That exclusion says nothing about whether a



non- shar ehol der or a non-partner need make his own application
for a |license.

The plaintiffs, however, read 8 301(c) as bolstering their
argunent as to the second paragraph of 8 301(b). Section 301(c)
requires that a corporation or partnership “designate each
menber, officer, or enployee who will exercise the powers to be
conferred by the |license upon such partnership or corporation.”
Id. 8 301(c). Each designee may then be required to submt
certain information along with the application of the corporation
or partnership. See id. The plaintiffs contend that this
| anguage does not nean that the designated “nmenber, officer, or
enpl oyee” is subject to the licensing requirenents. That may be
so, but the argunent does not “advance the ball” in this case.
Nothing in 8 301(c) states that “each nenber, officer, or
enpl oyee” is not subject to the licensing requirenents.

Moreover, like the second paragraph of § 301(b), § 301(c)
only applies to applications of corporations or partnerships; it
says not hi ng about applications of individual persons. And,
again like the second paragraph of 8§ 301(b), 8 301(c) is nerely a
recogni tion of governance in corporations or partnerships. A
desi gnat ed “nenber, officer, or enployee,” by 8§ 301(c)’s
definition, will be exercising power wthin the corporation or
partnership. Therefore, the licensing body may have sone
interest in that “nmenber, officer, or enployee” when considering

whether to license the corporation or partnership. 1In short, the



fact that the |licensing body nay require 8 301(c) designees to
submt certain information is sinply inconclusive as to whether
t hose desi gnees, or any other individual, are subject to the

l'i censing requirenments.?

%The plaintiffs also argue that our interpretation woul d
render 8 303(a) neaningless in certain circunstances. Section
303(a) requires that the |licensing body forward applications for
licenses to agencies in the Governnent of the Virgin |Islands
charged with historic preservation and environnental protection
so that those agencies can exam ne the application for
“construction and site acceptability.” 1d. 8§ 303(a). Because it
woul d make little sense to review the applications of non-owner
attorneys with respect to “construction and site acceptability,”
the plaintiffs reason that non-owner attorneys are not subject to
the licensing requirenents. To the extent that this argunent has
any force, and we think it does not, it seens totally inmateri al
for it proves too nuch. By their reasoning, the licensing
requi renments woul d not apply to the numerous persons or
associations, listed in 8 302, who would not necessarily
construct a building nor even need a building in which to operate
their business, engage in their occupation, practice their
prof ession, or carry out their trade. |If the plaintiffs are
correct in their argunment about 8§ 303(a), then the |icensing
requi renments woul d apply to none of these businesses,
occupations, professions, or trades. Section 303(a) does not
exenpt a person or association fromthe |icensing requirenents
sinply because he, she, or it is not concerned with the
construction or siting of a building.

The plaintiffs further argue that § 303b(a) supports their
position. Section 303b(a) requires that “[a]lny entity |icensed
pursuant to this chapter shall notify the Enploynent Security
Agency, Virgin |Islands Departnment of Labor, of its intent to fil
an existing position, now vacant or soon to becone vacant, or a
new previously unfilled position.” 1d. § 303b(a). Because non-
owner attorneys are in no position to hire anyone, the plaintiffs
reason that non-owner attorneys nust not be subject to the
| icensing requirenents. This argunent is also flawed. First, by
its very terns, 8 303b(a) only applies to entities; it does not
apply to individual persons. Second, the argunent simlarly
proves too nuch. By the reasoning of the plaintiffs, § 303b(a)
woul d exenpt nunerous busi nesses, occupations, professions, and
trades listed in 8 302 fromthe licensing requirenents. Just
because these busi nesses, occupations, professions, or trades --
by their very nature -- will not be hiring any enpl oyees does not
mean that 8§ 303b(a) exenpts themfromthe |icensing requirenents.
If 8§ 303b(a) did work such exenptions, then these businesses,



The plaintiffs further claimthat our reading of the statute
woul d produce, as they describe it, the absurd result that every
i ndi vi dual enployee in every venture in the Virgin |Islands would
be subject to the licensing requirenments. W believe the
plaintiffs incorrectly characterize our reading of the statute.
As we have already noted, the statute, by its very terns, makes
clear that not all enpl oyees are subject to the |icensing
requi renents. Further, whether an individual is subject to the
i censing requirenent depends on whether the individual is

“engaged in the designated business[], occupation[], profession[]

and trade[].” 1d. 8 302 (enphasis added). The issue here, then,
i s whether the non-owner attorneys are “engaged in” the
profession of “[aJttorney,” and it is clear beyond doubt that the
non-owner attorneys are “engaged in” in the profession of
“[a]ttorney.”

As practicing attorneys in the Virgin |Islands, the
plaintiffs nust be active nenbers of the Virgin Islands bar. See
V.. Terr. &@. R 305(b). As active nenbers of the Virgin
| sl ands bar, the plaintiffs nust be engaged in the practice of
law. See id. at 306(a). Therefore, the fact that the plaintiffs
are practicing attorneys |eads ineluctably to the concl usion that

they are engaged in being attorneys. See Mayor & Council of

Wl mngton v. Dukes, 157 A .2d 789, 793 (De. 1960) (classifying

enpl oyee physicians as carrying out the nedical profession);

occupations, professions, and trades would be read out of § 302.



Brinton v. Gty of Jonesboro, 320 S.wW2d 272, 273 (Ark. 1959)

(classifying enpl oyee attorneys as carrying out the | egal
profession).* This conclusion is not affected by the fact that
the attorneys at issue in this case are non-owner attorneys in a
law firm?> Further, that non-owner attorneys at law firms nmay be
“engaged in” the profession of “[a]Jttorney” does not determ ne
whet her ot her enployees, in other fields, are “engaged in” a

| i sted business, occupation, profession, or trade.?

“The plaintiffs point to language in § 306, the exenption
for governnent attorneys, see supra note 1, for further support
of their position. They note that the section will not apply if
the exenpted individual is “engaged in the conduct of business
pursuits for profit.” V.I. Code Ann. tit. 27, § 306 (1997).
According to the plaintiffs, such | anguage inplies that the
|l i censing schene applies only to the business entity and not to
enpl oyees, because it is the business entity that is seeking the
profits. W believe such | anguage inplies exactly the opposite.
If the licensing schene applied only to business entities and not
to enpl oyees, there would be no need for the exenption in the
first place; governnent attorneys are nere enpl oyees.

W& caution that our holding extends only to those non-owner
attorneys of law firnms who work in the Virgin |Islands and have
been admitted to the Virgin Islands bar to practice before the
| ocal courts by the regular adm ssion rules. Qur hol ding does
not address those attorneys who have been admitted to the Virgin
| sl ands bar pro hac vice or by the special adm ssion rules, who
do not ordinarily work in the Virgin |Islands, or who have been
admtted in the Virgin Islands only to practice before the
District Court of the Virgin Islands. W do not reach the
question whether such attorneys are “engaged in” being attorneys
inthe Virgin |Islands.

®The kernel of Judge Wis’ argument is that, while the
statute, particularly 8 302(b), seem ngly covers virtually
everyone in the work force, the (inconsistent) adm nistration of
the statute negates that view, and counsels that enployees are
sinply not covered. As we have noted above, see supra, note 2,
the matter of selective enforcenent is not before us. W do
note, however, that Judge Weis reads too nmuch into the catch-al
provision. As we understand the reference to “[a]ny person or
associ ati on engaged i n a business, occupation, profession, or



In sum the plain | anguage of the statute renders it
applicable to non-owner attorneys enployed by law firns.’

C. Separation of Powers

The plaintiffs contend that applying the |icensing
requi renents to themwould violate the principle of separation of
powers. They argue that the judicial branch of the Virgin
| sl ands enj oys exclusive control over the regulation of the
practice of lawin the Virgin Islands. Because the |icensing

schenme is itself a formof regulatory control, the plaintiffs

trade” not listed or not covered by any other provision of this
Code, who is to obtain an annual license at a fee of $100, it
deals with a new occupation that did not previously exist (e.g.
“Internet Counsultant”), or an occupation not at all nentioned in
8§ 302(a), either onits own, or as part of an entity.

‘Qur concl usi on about the plain | anguage of the statute
effectively disposes of the argunent, advanced by the
Comm ssi oner, that we nust give deference to the interpretation
given the statute by the agencies charged with enforcing it.
This argunment is drawn from Chevron, U S. A, Inc. v. Natural
Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U S. 837 (1984). Assum ng
W t hout so holding that the principles of Chevron apply to the
rel ati onship of the executive agencies and the courts in the
Virgin Islands, the well-known two-part test enunciated in
Chevron would dictate that our inquiry here begins and ends with
the first part of the test, whether the statute is anbi guous.
Because the statute here is clear, there is no need to nove to
t he second part of the test, whether the agency has perm ssibly
construed the statute. Simlarly, our conclusion about the plain
| anguage effectively disposes of the argunent, advanced by the
plaintiffs, that ambi guous statutory | anguage dealing with
l'icensing schenes is to be interpreted against the governnent.
Assum ng without so holding that this is a correct proposition of
| aw, that proposition would have no place in this case because,
as we have discussed, the | anguage of the statute is not
anbi guous.

Finally, the plaintiffs contend that our reading of the
licensing statute would render the licensing schene in violation
of the Equal Protection C ause. W have considered that
contention and find it utterly baseless. W therefore reject it
summarily.




continue, inposing that schene on attorneys would all ow executive
agencies to reqgqulate attorneys and thereby to encroach on the
judiciary’s domain. O particular concern to the plaintiffs are
t hose provisions of the licensing statute that all ow executive
agencies to deny a license to or revoke a license fromthose
whose noral character or m sconduct renders themunfit to engage
in business in the Virgin Islands, see V.I. Code Ann., tit. 27 8§
304(a)(2) (1997), or those who allow inproper or w ongful

behavi or on their business prem ses, see id. 8 304(a)(3). The
plaintiffs also profess concern about those provisions that allow
t he executive agencies to enjoin a person fromengaging in

busi ness without a license. See id. 88 307(c), 307a(b). The
plaintiffs’ concerns (and their clains) nust, however, be deened
tenpered by the Comm ssioner’s explicit disclainer, in this
court, of authority to interfere with the court’s control over

|l awyers: “At no tine has the [ Comm ssioner] disagreed with the
power of the court to regul ate the professional conduct of
attorneys.” Appellant’s Reply Brief at 4. Moreover, the

Comm ssi oner acknow edges that “the court |icenses to regul ate

pr of essi onal conduct and conpetence.” 1d. There is no action
before the court -- or apparently even contenpl ated by the
Comm ssioner -- to disbar a delinquent attorney or to regul ate

his professional practice, judgnent, or activity. Thus the
potentional infringenment is nore nodest than was originally

supposed. The plaintiffs have nonet hel ess nounted a separation



of powers-based challenge to the statute even insofar as it
requires licensure, and hence we nust address the issue.?

At the threshold, we hold that the doctrine of separation of
powers applies with respect to the coordi nate branches of
government in the Virgin Islands. The Organic Act of the Virgin
| sl ands created three branches of government in the Virgin
| slands. See 48 U.S.C. § 1571 (legislative branch); id. § 1591
(executive branch); id. § 1611 (judicial branch). Congress
therefore inplicitly incorporated the principle of separation of

powers into the law of the territory. See Springer v. Governnent

of the Philippine Islands, 277 U.S. 189, 199-202 (1928).

In Springer, the Suprenme Court exam ned the structure of
government in the Philippines, then a territory of the United
States. The Court noted that Congress, in enacting the
Phil i ppine Organic Act, created three branches of governnent.
See id. at 201. 1In so doing, the Court continued, Congress
i ncorporated the principle of separation of powers into
Philippine law. It stated that “as a general rule inherent in
the American constitutional system. . . unless otherw se
expressly provided or incidental to the powers conferred, the
Legi sl ature cannot exercise either executive or judicial power;
t he executive cannot exercise either legislative or judicial

power; the judiciary cannot exercise either executive or

8See Appel |l ees Brief at 15 et seq.



| egislative power.” |d. at 201-02.°

Because the issue before us is whether the |icensing schene
infringes on judicial power, we nust first discuss the scope of
the relevant judicial power. The Organic Act, as anmended in
1984, provides that “[t]he rul es governing the practice and
procedure of the courts established by |ocal |aw and those
prescribing the qualifications and duties of the judges and

officers thereof . . . shall be governed by local law or the

rules pronmulgated by those courts.” 48 U S.C. § 1611(c)

(enphasis added). It is thus clear fromthe Organic Act itself
that local law -- enacted by the Virgin Islands |legislature --
may have sonme role to play in the regulation of attorneys
(officers of the court). Put differently, the Organic Act

envi sions the possibility of the sharing of power over the

regul ation of attorneys between the Virgin Islands courts and the

°'n addition to Springer, we draw support for our conclusion
fromtw other lines of authority. The first is our own
jurisprudence. W have often assuned, w thout squarely hol di ng,
that the doctrine of separation of powers applies with respect to
the coordi nate branches of governnent in the Virgin Islands.
See, e.qg., Territorial &. of the Virgin Islands v. Ri chards, 847
F.2d 108, 112 (3d Cr. 1988); &overnnent of the Virgin Islands v.
Harrigan, 791 F.2d 34, 37 n.1 (3d Gr. 1986); Dennis v. Luis, 741
F.2d 628, 631-38 (3d Cir. 1984); Block v. Potter, 631 F.2d 233,
239-40 (3d Cr. 1980). The second is the jurisprudence of the
District Court of the Virgin Islands and the Territorial Court,
whi ch have routinely applied the doctrine of separation of
powers. See, e.q., Bryan v. Liburd, CV. No. 711/96, 1996 W
785997, at *2 (Terr. C. V.I. Dec. 30, 1996); Dawsey V.
&overnnment of the Virgin Islands, 931 F. Supp. 397, 401 (D.V.I1.),
aff'd, 106 F.3d 384 (3d Gr. 1996), cert. denied 65 U S.L.W 3820
(U.S. June 16, 1997) (No. 96-1803); Luis v. Dennis, 576 F. Supp.
733, 734 (D.V.I. 1983), vacated by 751 F.2d 604 (3d G r. 1984);
Muni cipality of St. Thomas & St. John v. Gordon, 78 F. Supp. 440,
442-44 (D. V.. 1948).




Virgin Islands legislature, at |least to the extent of inposing a
license fee. The possibility of that sharing itself disposes of
the argunent that the application of the |icensing schene to
attorneys violates the principle of separation of powers.

The plaintiffs and the appellate division, however, point to
provisions of the Virgin Islands Code that, they contend, provide
the judiciary with exclusive control over the regul ati on of
attorneys in the Virgin Islands. The first provisionis V.I.
Code Ann. tit. 4, 8 441 (1967 & Supp. 1994). Section 441 grants
jurisdiction over the regulation of attorneys in the Virgin
Islands to the district court. But, even if 8§ 441 retains any
vitality after the passage of 48 U S.C. § 1611(b) and V.1. Code

Ann. tit. 4, 8 76(a) (Supp. 1994), see In re Application of

Moor head, 27 V.1. 74, 80-84 (V.I. Terr. C. 1992) (holding that 8§
1611(b) and 8 76(a) shift control over the regulation of
attorneys in the Virgin Islands fromthe district court to the
Territorial Court), it would not provide support for the
contentions of the plaintiffs. Section 441 does not, by its
terms or otherw se, vest exclusive control over the regul ation of
attorneys in the judiciary. Moreover, nothing in Morhead or 8§
76(a), to which the plaintiffs also point, alters the possibility
of the sharing of power arrangenment enbodied in 8§ 1611(c).

The plaintiffs al so seek support for their argument fromthe
i nherent power of courts to control the adm ssion of attorneys to

practice before them Al though the inherent power of the courts



to regulate attorneys is well established, see, e.qg., Ex parte

Seconbe, 60 U.S. (19 How.) 9, 13 (1857), it is also well
established that |egislatures have the power to cabin inherent

power in courts of their own creation. See Chanbers v. NASCO

Inc., 501 U.S. 32, 47 (1991); see also Seconbe, 60 U S. (19 How.)

at 13-14. Although not directly on point, Seconbe and Chanbers
provi de sone instruction. Congress allowed for the creation of
local Virgin Islands courts; it can certainly restrict their
power. In this case, Congress did so by including in 8 1611(c)
the possibility of a sharing arrangenent.

We have held that the exercise of legislative power in this

regard is at |least partially circunscribed. |In Eash v. Rigqins

Trucking, Inc., 757 F.2d 557 (3d Gr. 1985) (en banc), we

descri bed three categories of inherent powers: (1) irreducible
powers derived fromArticle IIl over which courts have absol ute
command; (2) essential powers that Congress may regul ate but not
abrogate or render practically inoperative; and (3) useful powers
that exist only in the absence of |legislative directive to the
contrary. See id. at 562-64. It cannot seriously be said,
however, that the power to regulate attorneys is one of the

i rreduci bl e powers of a court conpletely imune fromlegislative
interference. As we explained in Eash, such powers exist in “an
extrenely narrow range of authority involving activity so
fundanmental to the essence of an autononmpbus court as a

constitutional tribunal that to divest the court of absolute



command within this sphere is really to render practically
meani ngl ess the terns ‘court’ and ‘judicial power.’” Eash, 757
F.2d at 562.

But even assum ng that the power to regulate attorneys is
essential to the functioning of a court, the interference here is
mnimal and in no way renders inoperative that power. Congress
has not, by 8§ 1611(c), abrogated the power to regul ate attorneys;
it has nerely allowed for the division of that power. At al
events, there can be no dispute that attorneys, |ike other
citizens, are subject to crimnal and adm ni strative sanctions as
wel |l as the usual collection renedies for failure to pay taxes or
licensing fees. Enforcenment of such obligations does not inpair

the judiciary’s supervision of the Bar. See, e.q., Sterling v.

Cty of Philadelphia, 106 A 2d 793, 796-97 (Pa. 1954).

Qur discussion is not inconsistent wwth the state court
cases that have invalidated simlar |icensing schenmes because
such schenes infringe on the power of the courts to regul ate
attorneys. Such cases are grounded on the exclusive control over
the regul ation of attorneys the particular state had vested in
its judiciary. W nention one case as an exanple. In Harlen v.

Cty of Helena, 676 P.2d 191 (Mont. 1984), the Suprene Court of

Mont ana i nvalidated a city ordi nance requiring a fee of al
persons or entities carrying out business in the city. See id.
at 192. Vital to the court was the fact that it had exclusive

authority, pursuant to the state constitution, to pronul gate



rul es governing attorneys. See id. at 193.

In sum the principle of separation of powers is not
violated by the application of the Virgin Islands |icensing
schenme to attorneys. The order of the appellate division
affirmng the order of the Territorial Court issuing a pernanent
i njunction agai nst enforcenent of the |licensing statute against

non-owner attorneys will be reversed.

Alan D. Snmith, etc., et al. v. Oenent Magras, No. 96-7660

VIS, CGrcuit Judge, dissenting.

The Territorial Court and the Appellate D vision of the
District Court of the Virgin Islands read the |icensing
provi sions as a whole and construed themto be generally directed
to business entities, partnerships, and corporations, rather than
to individual enployees. | agree and would affirm

The statute says in very broad terns that “[e]very person or
associ ation wi shing to engage in any busi ness, occupati on,
profession, or trade listed in section 302" nust obtain a
license. V.I. Code Ann. tit. 27, 8 301(a) (1997). In turn,
section 302 lists several hundred occupations, services,
prof essions, and cal lings, including such diverse classifications
as itinerant vendors, judo instructors, nmachine shops (but not
machi ni sts), masonry contractors (but not masons), naster

pl unbers, nodeling agencies (but not nodels), pharmacies (but not



phar maci sts), public accountants, and attorneys. Section 302
i ncludes restaurants classified by the nunber of tables, but does
not |list cooks or waiters.

The fees for section 302 |licenses range from $10 for a
tenporary barber to $2,000 for business managenment or consulting
firms representing 100 or nore foreign service corporations. As
a catchall, section 302(b) provides that “[a] ny person or
associ ation engaged in a business, occupation, profession, or
trade” not listed “or not covered by any other provision of this
Code shall obtain an annual |icense at a fee of $100.”

Despite the nmagjority’s viewto the contrary, the statute, on
its face, applies to every person who receives conpensation from
an “occupation” as well as to those individuals who engage in a
busi ness, profession, or trade. The only exenptions are those
specified in section 306 for governnental, religious, charitable,
benevol ent, and educati onal organizations.

Despite the broad | anguage in sections 301 and 302, the
government does not contend that the licensing statute was
intended to cover such an all enconpassi ng swath of the working
popul ati on. Indeed, the governnent disclains such an expansive
interpretation. The sinple | anguage constructi on adopted by the
majority, therefore, has been rejected by the |icensing body
itself.

Fromthe record, it appears that the governnment has not

enforced the wording of the catchall clause, rather it has



pursued a policy of licensing business entities instead of their
enpl oyees. For exanple, the Territorial Court observed that, in
a prior proceeding, an official of the Consuner Service

Adm ni stration (entrusted with enforcenent of the statute)
testified that although travel agents are listed in section 302,
they “are not required to be licensed, unless they possess an
ownership interest in the business for which they work, because
they are not professionals, but nerely enployees.” Smth v.
Magras, Civ. No. 167/1993, 1993 W. 566406 at *5 (Terr. C. V.I.
Dec. 17, 1993).

The statute itself, in sections 301(b) and (c), requires
that an application for a license be nmade on a form furni shed by
t he Comm ssioner of Licensing and Consuner Affairs. Applicants
nmust provide information about their personal history,
experience, business record, and crimnal record. |In designating
who should submt applications, section 301(b) states that “[i]n
the case of corporations or partnerships the preceding
requi renents” apply to “all of the sharehol ders or partners.”

In all cases, “such requirenents shall be applicable to the
actual owners and not nerely to the nomnal owners.” 1d.

Significantly, enployees of corporations and partnerships
are not |isted anong those who nmust submt information. Thus, in
the case of a corporation, as the statute reads, a sharehol der
must submt personal data, but the president, who is nerely an

enpl oyee, need not. Simlarly, as to partnerships, the statute



makes no nention of “enpl oyee.” Subsection 301(c), however,
provi des that a corporation or partnership application “shal
desi gnate each nenber, officer, or enployee who wll exercise the
powers to be conferred by the |Iicense upon such partnership or
corporation.” Thi s subsection does not in any way require an
enpl oyee to apply for a license.

Al t hough the Conm ssioner now takes the position that al
| awyers in private practice nust pay the |license because it is
personal to them that principle has not been consistently
applied. As the district court noted, in the past, the
Comm ssi oner had not required an attorney to pay a licensing fee
“unl ess the attorney had an ownership interest in the | aw
partnership or corporation by which she was enpl oyed.” Magras V.
Smith, 940 F. Supp. 124, 129 (D.V.l. 1996).

To adopt the Conm ssioner’s current position that a |icense
is personal would nean that an autonobile mechanic who is
enpl oyed by a repair shop (which nust be |icensed under section
302(a)) nust also obtain a license for his occupation or trade
under section 302(b). Simlarly, a carpenter enployed by a | arge
construction firmwould have to obtain an individual |icense, as
would a clerk in a retail establishnent. That, however, is not
what the Conm ssioner’s practice is, or has been.

The Comm ssioner’s litigation posture in an earlier case in
this Court is revealing. Section 306 exenpts “agencies of the

Virgin Islands or of the United States Governnent, [] religious,



charitabl e, benevol ent, or educational associations.”
Significantly, that section does not nention “enployees” of

such institutions. However, in Hollar v. Governnent of the

Virgin Islands, 857 F.2d 163, 171 (3d Cr. 1988), the governnment

argued that because they are nerely enpl oyees of various
agenci es, governnent attorneys fall under the bl anket excl usion.

Addi tionally, the Comm ssioner contended that governnent
attorneys were only enpl oyees because their pre-determ ned
sal aries did not depend on the attorneys’ casel oad or success
rate. See Smth, 1993 W. 566406 at *4 (discussing the
Comm ssioner’s argunents in Hollar). That latter coment, of
course, is irrelevant and, in any event, may well be said of an
associ ate attorney enployed by a law firm

To be consistent, the Comm ssioner’s position that an
attorney working for a governnent salary is an enpl oyee and, as
such, not subject to the tax, should carry over to an enpl oyee
| awer of alaw firmwho simlarly should not be obligated to
obtain a license. The exenption of enployee | awers is what the
gover nment successfully advanced in Hollar and that status should
apply to plaintiffs here as well.

The district court’s conclusion that the statute should be
construed to apply only to partners in law firnms or sole
practitioners who have a proprietary interest is, | believe, the
proper reading. The district court’s construction pays due

fealty to the canon of construing the statute as a whole, gives



due regard to the governnment’s consistent application over the
years, and results in a rational interpretation of the

| egi sl ati on. | would affirm



APPENDI X

8§ 302 Sane; business, occupations, professions and trades
covered; fees

(a) The follow ng annual |icense fees are nade applicable to
and shall be levied upon all persons and associ ati ons engaged in
t he desi gnat ed busi nesses, occupations, professions and trades in
the Virgin Islands of the United States:

Addi ti onal place of brokers business $ 50
Adverti sing 150
Air cargo transportation 500
Air charter service per plan 100
Air conditioning and refrigeration repair shop 125
Answeri ng service 75
Apartnment house A, nore than 12 units 250
Apartment house B, 9-12 units 220
Apartnment house C, 5-8 units 150
Apartnment house D, 4 or less units 100
Appl i ance repair shop 100
Appr ai ser 100
Arnored car service 300
Artist studios 100
Astrol ogy service 100
Att or ney 500
Aut o cl eani ng and polishing service 100
Aut onobi |l e tow ng service 100
Aut onobi | e undercoati ng 100
Aut onotive inspection and di agnostic services 100
Aut onobi | e nechani cal road service 100
Baby sitting service 100
Baggage, cargo, mail handling 225
Bakery 200
Bar ber 50
Bar ber apprentice 25
Bar ber shop initial issuance 150
Bar ber shop renewal 75
Bar ber tenporary 10
Battery and ignition repair 100
Beach cl ub 100
Beautician apprentice 30
Beautician tenporary 10
Beauty school 200
Beauty shop initial issuance 150
Beauty shop renewal 75
Billiard table per table 30

Bl asting service 150



Bl ender, bottler of al cohol beverages

Boat buil ding and repair

Boat charter service per boat

Boat rental

Bookkeepi ng services

Bow i ng al |l ey

Bus transportation per bus

Busi ness and managenent consul t ant

Busi ness courses and related training

Busi ness Managenent or Consulting Firmfor Foreign Sal es
Cor por ati ons:
Firms managi ng or consulting for less than 5 Foreign

Sal e Corporations
Firms managi ng or consulting for at |least 5 but |ess
than 100 Foreign Sales Corporations
Firms managi ng or consulting for 100 or nore Foreign
Sal es Corporations

But chery

Cabl e car sightseeing tours

Cabl e splicing and rel ated work

Cabl e tel evision and antenna service

Car | easing

Car Rental A-- 0 to 20 vehicles

Car Rental B-- 21 to 50 vehicles

Car Rental C-- nore than 50 vehicles

Carpentry contractor

Carpet laying and rel ated services

Catering service

Certified public accounting

Charm schoo

Check room service

Cl ai m adj usters

Clinical |aboratory

Club liquor |icense

Cockfi ghting

Cof fee shop and ice cream parl or

Coi n operated car wash

Commerci al art services

Commerci al boat, freight or passengers

Comrerci al breedi ng services

Commer ci al di ver

Commer ci al kennel

Commerci al | aundry

Commer ci al schoo

Commer ci al war ehousi ng

Comodi ty exchange cl eari ng house

Common carrier int. telecomunication

Communi cati on equi pnment inst. contractor

Commruni cati on equi pnent oper. contractor

Concrete punping

800
125
100
100
100
300

50
300
250

500
1, 000

2,000
300
125
150
150
100
200
300
400

75
125
100
300
100

50
150
300
200
500
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
200
250
150
300
150
150
150
250



Construction contractor 200

Consultation and rel ated t herapy services 125
Copyri ght protection service 100
Cott age rental 100
Credit bureau and coll ection agency 200
Custons and vi sa preparati ons service 100
Dance studio 50
Deal er in explosives Public Safety 500
Dental | aboratory 350
Devel opnment and sal e of own property 75
Di scot heque-- sanme as night club

Docunent ati on services for vessels steam ship agent 150
Dog groom ng shop 100
Draf t sman 75
Driving school 200
Dry cl eaning 200
Dry docki ng services 200
Drywal | -- sheetrock installation contractor 75
El ectrical contractor 100
El ectronic security consultant 150
Enpl oynment agency 100
Escort service 200
Ext erm nati ng and pest control 150
Fi duci ary services 100
Fi ngerprint services 100
Firearms and amunition-- distributor or whol esal er 1, 000
Firearms and amunition-- retail sales 550
Firearms and amunition-- gunsmth 500
Fire prevention service 100
Fi reproofing contractor |icense 150
Fl ori st 150
Fl ower conserv. and agricultural nursery 100
Fl yi ng school 250
Forei gn Sal es Corporation 100
Free | ance phot ographer 100
Garage and repair shops 200
Gar bage renoval 100
Gasol i ne station 250
CGeneral aviation service and mai nt enance 125
General manufacturing-- gl ass 150
CGeneral manufacturing-- food 150
Ceneral manufacturing-- tobacco 150
General manufacturing-- textile 150
General manufacturing-- clothes 150
General manufacturing-- public printing 150
General manufacturing-- chem cal 150
General manufacturing-- petrol eum 1, 000
CGeneral manufacturing-- rubber 1, 000
General manufacturing-- |eather 150

General manufacturing-- netal 500



General manufacturing-- fabricated netal
General manufacturing-- machinery
General manufacturing-- electrical machinery
General manufacturing-- transportation equi pnen
Ceneral manufacturing-- watches

Ceneral manufacturing-- m scell aneous

G ass tinting contractors

ol f course

Guard dog service

Hair renoval service

Heal th club or spa

Hol di ng conpany

Hot el and guest house A-- over 100 beds
Hot el and guest house B-- over 40-99 beds
Hot el and guest house C-- 1-39 beds

Hot el keeper-- |i quor
Hypnoti sm consul t ant

| ce manuf acturing

| mporter of goods for resale

I nformati on and data processing services
Instal l ati on of equi pnent

Installation of fences

Installation of fire and burglary al arm systens
I nterior decorating

| nvest nent advi sory service

| nvest nent broker age

Itinerant vendor |icense

Janitorial service and supply

Jewelry and watch repair shop

Judo i nstructor

Karate instructor

Ki ndergarten schoo

Landscapi ng consul t ant

Landscapi ng, garden, mai ntenance service
Laundr omat

Laundry pickup and delivery service
Leasi ng of plants

Li e detection service

Li quor whol esal ers |icense

Machi ne shop

Mani curi st apprentice

Manuf acturers of aerated waters

Mani curi st

Mar i ne bi ol ogi cal supplies

Mari ne sal vage and Rel undeater service
Mari ne surveyor and bl astg service

Mari ne surveyor and conltant

Masonry contractor

Massage parl or

Master electricia

500
500
500
300
350
300
75
150
100
75
300
200
400
300
200
200
100
250
200
100
75
75
200
100
200
400
50
150
100
100
100
200
100
100
200
100
100
100
400
100
10
150
75
100
150
150
150
75
150
100



Mast er pl unber 100

Medi a adverting, pronotion and production 200
Medi cal | abatory 300
Messengernd delivery service 100
M sc. asenent devices 150
Mobi | f ood service 100
Mobe refreshnment stand 75
Mel i ng agency 100
Mor t gage banker 200
Mor t gage br oker 400
Motion picture distribution 150
Motion picture theater 500
Mot or vehicl e deal er 500
Movi ng and freight forwarding services 200
Musi ¢ recordi ng and sal es busi ness 200
Ni ckel odeon per machi ne 30
Ni ght club |icense 700
Nutrition and consulting services 100
Cceanogr aphi ¢ research and devel opnent 100
Qut patient care facility 100
Omers representative coordi nator 100
Pai nting contractor 75
Par al egal services 100
Par ki ng | ot vehicle 100
Phar macy 300
Phot ocopyi ng servi ces 75
Phot ogr aphi ¢ processing or studio 50
Pi ano technici an 100
Pin ball and simlar nachi nes per machi ne 50
Pl astering contractor 75
Pl unmbi ng contractor 100
Pol | uti on control services 100
Poultry farm- agriculture

Prime distillers of alcoholic beverages 1, 500
Printing and publishing house 250
Private el enentary/secondary school 200
Production of mlk and m |k products 125
Proj ect coordi nator/consultant 75
Publ i ¢ account ant 120
Publ i ¢ aucti oneer 100
Publ i c dance |icense 25
Public rel ations services 100
Public title reporter 100
Radi o and tel evision repair shop 100
Radi o advertising, pronotion and production 200
Radi o station 500
Real estate broker 250
Real estate sal esman 200
Real estate sal esman-- tenporary 100

Real estate-- change busi ness pl ace 50



Real estate-- change of associate

Red cap porter service

Rent of real property (other than buil dings)
Rental of equi pnent

Rental of non-residential building
Rent al wat ersports equi pnent

Repair and mai ntenance of msc. itens
Restaurant A-- Seating capacity 25 or nore
Restaurant B-- Seating capacity |less than 25
Retail shop and store-- except |iquor
Retailers liquor |icense

Ri di ng acadeny

Room ng house

Rug and furniture cleaning on | ocation
Sai l i ng school

Sal e of prepaid hotel reservation

Sal es and marketing concepts

Sal es finance

Sal vage and sal e of used parts

Schedul ed air service

School of ceram cs

School of | anguage

School of nusic

School of phil osophy

School of underwater photography

Scooter and/or notorcycle rental

Scrap netal collection and sal es

Scrap paper collection and sal es

Scrap plastic collection and sal es

Scuba diving school and rel ated services
Secretarial service

Security anal yzi ng service

Septic tank cl eaning

Sewer cl eaning and roddi ng services
Sewer age mai nt enance and operational engi neering services
Sewi ng school

Sheet nmetal and iron work shop

Shi p chandl er

Shoe repair shop

Si ght seei ng and tour operations

Si gn painting

Sil k screen manufacturing

Skating rink

Solicitor, sales and conm ssion agent
Sporting and recreational canp

Sports instructor

Sports pronoter

Sprinkle systeminstallation contractor
St eanshi p and shi ppi ng agents

St evedoring |license

50

50
100
100
150
100
100
200
125
100
250

75
100
100
200
125

50
200
100
700
100
100
100
100
100
150
100
100
100
125
100
100
150
150
150
100
150
100

75
100

75
150
175

75
100
100
150

75
150
100



Summer school

Swi nm ng i nstruction

Swi nm ng pool installation contractor

Tailoring and alteration service

Taver nkeeper A-- distilled and fermented spirits
Taver nkeeper B-- fernented spirits only

Tax consul t ant

Tel egraph office

Tel evi sion station

Tenporary help contracti ng agency

Tenni s cl ub

Theatrical production, except notion picture
Theatrical pronoter and booki ng agent

Theatrical variety enploynent service

Tile setting contractor

Tire recapping and retreadi ng service

Tobacco Retail er

Tobacco Whol esal er

Transi ent disco service

Transi ent amusenent operator

Transl ati on services

Travel and ticket agent

Tree surgery

Trucki ng, transportation and delivery

Typewiter repair shop

Undert aki ng busi ness

Uphol stery shop

Used car | ot

Vehi cl e i nspection service

Vendi ng machi ne A-- License-- 0 through 5 machines
Vendi ng machi ne B-- License-- 6 through 20 nmachi nes
Vendi ng machine C - License-- 21 through 50 machi nes
Vendi ng machine D-- License-- nore than 50 machi nes
Vocati onal training school

Wat er skiing school

Wat er supply services

Wat er proofi ng contractor

Wel di ng services

Wol esal er and ot her than |iquor

Witing school

Yacht brokerage service

(b) Any person or association engaged in a business,

100
100
150
100
250
150
100
350
600
100
100
100
150
150

75
100
100
500

75
500
100
150
100
100
100
500
100
100
100
100
150
200
400
100
100
150

75
100
250
100
100

occupation, profession,or trade not designated in subsection (a)

of this section or not covered by any other provision of this

Code shall obtain an annual |icense at a fee of $100.



